Behavior: A 20-Year Counseling Psychology Retrospective,&dquo; Borgen (1991) reported that between 1975 and 1990, 34 articles on the topic of career indecision had been published in the Journal of Vocational Behavior alone. The main impetus for research on career indecision was undoubtedly the publication of the Career Decision Scale (CDS) by Osipow and his collaborators (Osipow, Carney, Winer, Yanico, & Koschier, 1976b) , and them publication of an article reporting the original exploratory factor analysis of the CDS (Osipow, Carney, & Barak, 1976a) . Other instruments have been introduced more recently to examine and measure different dimensions and antecedents of career indecision, including the Career Factors Inventory Chartrand, Robbins, Morrill, & Boggs, 1990) , and the Career Decision Profile (Jones, 1989) .
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In spite of these various assessment efforts, Fitzgerald and Rounds' (1989, p.120) conclusion that &dquo;although there has been a general consensus that indecision is multidimensional, no agreement exists about the number and nature of these dimensions,&dquo; is still valid. Indeed, the desirability of reliably identifying qualitatively different levels, dimensions, or antecedents of career indecision has been repeatedly confirmed, especially by researchers who are concerned about designing differential interventions (e.g., Savickas, 1989; Spokane, 1991) . Use of the CDS as a measure of multiple dimensions of career indecision has continued to be controversial, however, in part because Osipow (1980) has discouraged the use of factor-based scales in view of findings from a number of studies (for a review, see ) that were unable to produce factor solutions identical to the original factor analysis of the CDS (Osipow et al., 1976a (1988, p. 63) .
Although the dimensionality of the CDS has been the subject of a great deal of (often conflicting) research, Shimizu et al. (1988) found that the inconsistent findings of prior studies were largely due to widely differing methodological procedures used in the determination of the number of factors, in the estimates of communality, and in factor rotation procedures. They then demonstrated that, when rotational procedures were used that permitted oblique (i.e., correlated factors) solutions, the findings from six previous factor analytic studies of the CDS were considerably more similar to the original factor solution reported by Osipow et al. (1976a) than had been shown previously, mainly by using orthogonal solutions. Shimizu et al. (1988) then used exploratory factor analysis on a sample of 698 junior highschool and high-school students, again finding that a simple, four-factor solution was most appropriate. They named their factors Diffusion, Support, Approach-Approach, and External Barriers.
In an effort to further confirm this factorial structure of the CDS, Schulenberg, Shimizu, Vondracek, and Hostetler (1988) , applied multiplegroup confirmatory factor analytic strategies to examine the fit of the previously reported four-factor model across four groups: Females and males, junior high-school and high-school students. Acceptable fit across the four groups was demonstrated, indicating that the factor structure was invariant with respect to grade-level and gender during adolescence. It should be noted here that the use of confirmatory factor analysis for this purpose is, contrary to Tinsley and Tinsley (1987) , the most stringent test of the hypothesized factor structure. Based on these findings, Vondracek, Hostetler, Schulenberg, and Shimizu (1990) constructed four factor-based subscales of the CDS, nonoverlapping in items (linearly independentl), to 1 The term "linearly independent" has been misinterpreted (e.g., Martin, Sabourin, Laplante, & Coallier, 1991 (1989) suggested that the logical extension of these findings would be to examine them with new samples, including college students and adults. Using college students in a study of concurrent validity, (CDS-B; , and the Career Factors Inventory (CFI; . They concluded that the CDS-B subscales functioned better than the CDS-A subscales. Moreover, they reported that the three CDS-B subscales of Support, Approach-Approach, and External Barriers made unique, positive contributions to the prediction of career decidedness and career implementation. These findings lend further support to the CDS factorial structure reported by Shimizu et al. (1988) .
The Challenge of Martin, Sabourin, Laplante, and Coallier In spite of this converging evidence for the multidimensionality of the CDS, Martin, Sabourin, Laplante, and Coallier (1991) reported that their analyses led them to believe that a unidimensional model most adequately accounted for career indecision when measured by the CDS, and that use of the CDS total score should be promoted. They arrived at these conclusions after conducting a confirmatory factor analysis of a French version of the CDS administered to 589 college students. Specifically, their study was designed to examine the dimensionality of the 13 items of the CDS that were identified by Shimizu et al. (1988) as the &dquo;simple&dquo; model, and that constituted the items making up the recommended factor-based scales Vondracek et al., 1990 Browne, 1984) to estimate the parameters of these models. In interpreting their findings, Martin et al. (1991) It is generally accepted that, in order to demonstrate that one is using essentially the same instrument in two different cultures, one must establish structural, and, if possible, metric equivalence between the two instruments (i.e., Poortinga, 1989) . Thus, if the parameters in a factor analytic model, such as number of factors, salient versus non-salient factor loadings, factor variances, and unique variances are the same in both instruments, structural and metric equivalence is established. The appropriate method to examine such equivalence of two culturally different versions of an instrument is confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). For present purposes, it will suffice to note that both single group (e.g., Watkins, 1989) and multi-group CFAs (e.g., Joreskog, 1971 ) may be used in cross-cultural comparisons, depending on the specific purpose of the comparison.
Unfortunately, Martin et al. (1991) did not report any concern about either the structural or metric equivalence of their measure and the English language CDS used by Shimizu et al. (1988) and thus, they did not establish that they were using essentially the same measure. Consequently, it was literally impossible for them to offer any evidence disconfirming the four-factor model of Shimizu et al. (1988 Martin et al.'s (1991) inability to reject our four-factor model in a confirmatory factor analytic test is evidence that can and will be added to the growing list of supportive findings regarding the four-factor model (see also, e.g., . Therefore, it is more than a little surprising for Martin et al. (1991) to conclude that their unidimensional model should be preferred. Clearly, their rationale for their conclusion is contrary to the conventional wisdom in conducting such model comparisons, as well as otherwise unwarranted, as will be discussed below. Moreover, they urged continuing use of the CDS total score as an indicator of career indecision, in line with Osipow's (1980 Osipow's ( , 1987 recommendation. How they arrived at this conclusion is difficult to ascertain since they did not estimate a unidimensional model of the total (16-item) CDS, nor compared it with the 13-item version they did examine.
Item #IS is Excluded Because it Does Not &dquo;Fit&dquo; Questions must first be raised about the arbitrary exclusion of CDS item # 18 on the basis that it was &dquo;problematic since it was involved in five of the nine SRs (standardized residuals) greater than 1.96&dquo; (Martin et al., 1991, p. 193 (1991, p. 195) . This is a curious, and again arbitrary, criterion to determine whether a model is an adequate representation of the data. If there were not four underlying, unobserved variables (factors), as the model specifies, Martin et al. (1991) would have been informed by the LISREL program (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1988 Martin et al. (1991) .
Indeed, when one is examining factorial invariance across different samples (or over time), it is essential to leave factor intercorrelations unrestricted precisely because it is likely that relations among factors will vary from sample to sample (e.g., see Meredith, 1964; Joreskog, 1971; Nesselroade, 1983 (1991) state that they also conducted the analyses using product-moment correlations and maximum likelihood estimation procedures, they did not report the factor intercorrelations based on these analyses-perhaps the correlations from these analyses were smaller.
It must also be noted that the size of the factor intercorrelations may be artificially elevated by the fact that several of the CDS items are complex and may thus be subject to multiple interpretations. This problem has been noted previously (e.g., Slaney, 1988; Vondracek et al., 1990 ) and Osipow has been urged to revise the CDS in order to produce both more and &dquo;cleaner&dquo; items in order to potentially increase the reliability of factor-based scales (Vondracek, 1991) (1991) urged that &dquo;the use of the CDS total score should be promoted&dquo; (p. 195) . Consistent with Osipow's (1980 Osipow's ( , 1987 (Vondracek et al., 1990, p. 98), a reasonable interpretation based on the first article regarding the CDS (Osipow et al., 1976) . Indeed, one of the original authors of the CDS (Winer, 1992) (Martin et al., 1991, included) to indicate that the CDS reliably measures four dimensions of career indecision, and that there is preliminary empirical evidence (offered by Vondracek et al., 1990) indicating that the distinct dimensions &dquo;may bear important developmental and clinical implications&dquo; (Martin et al., 1991, p. 195) . Given a choice, one would ordinarily prefer dimensions to be theoretically-derived rather than empirically-derived post-hoc. But, to prejudge the former as inherently superior to the latter is to fall prey to the false dichotomy between theoretical and empirical pursuits (e.g., see Cattell's [1966] discussion regarding the &dquo;inductive-hypothetico-deductive spiral&dquo;). Regardless of how the dimensions were derived, and regardless of the other measures of career indecision that have been and will be developed, the heart of the matter is this: empirical evidence consistently indicates the existence and importance of the four correlated yet distinct CDS dimensions (Diffusion, Support, Approach-Approach, and External Barriers).
Other Methodological Omissions, Inconsistencies, and Flaws
In addition to the fatal flaws regarding Martin et al.'s (1991) (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1989 ). The unidimensional model postulated by Martin et al. (1991) allowed all 13 items of the CDS retained by Shimizu et al. (1988) to load on one unique factor; the multidimensional model used was that identified by , and the hierarchical model postulated by Martin et al. (1991) provided for the existence of a second-order factor that would account for the correlations observed among the 4 first-order factors. The models were estimated using the generally weighted least squares (WLS) method. In order to precisely replicate the analyses of Martin et al. (1991) , all analyses were then repeated, but only the 12 items retained by them were used (i.e., item 18 was deleted). The findings for the three models, using 13 items and 12 items, respectively, are presented in Table 2 .
The fit of each model was evaluated through use of the usual indices: the goodness-of-fit index (GFI); the adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI); the root mean square residual (RMSR); the x2; the ratio of the x2 to its expected value (X2/df); and the Bentler-Bonett nonnormed fit index (BB). As can be seen in the table, both the multidimensional and hierarchical models had acceptable fit on most indices, with the multidimensional model having a slightly better fit, especially on the ratio of the chi-square to its expected value. There, only the multidimensional model achieved a value below the critical value of 2.00 (when 13 items were used); when item 18 was deleted, the multidimensional and hierarchical models had acceptable values. The unidimensional model was rejected as having the worst fit of any of the models. Factor intercorrelations for the multidimensional model ranged Table 1 Item Statistics of the CDS (13 Items of Simple Model; N = 703*) *The original factor analysis by Shimizu et al. (1988) reported an N of 698. The difference is due to the recovery of some lost data. Our analyses confirmed that the sample of 703 is virtually identical to the original sample of 698. (Vondracek, 1991) . In addition, confirmatory factor analyses with new and different samples will be needed to extend the generalizability of previous findings.
Further empirical research is required to ascertain whether the underlying dimensions of the CDS are subject to developmental change and whether they are invariant across gender. Preliminary evidence suggests that the dimensions are continuous between adolescence and young adulthood Schulenberg et al., 1988) and across gender Watson, Foxcroft, and Stead (1991) . Clearly, however, the findings of Martin et Martin et al. (1991) , there is sound evidence that the CDS can form the basis for reliably identifying dimensions of career indecision. We can only hope that Osipow will be motivated sooner, rather than later, to consider &dquo;further expansion of the items for each factor&dquo; (Osipow, 1991, p. 332) . Otherwise, new instruments like the Career Factors Inventory of Chartrand, Robbins, Morrill, and Boggs (1991) may replace the CDS.
